Introduction
Intensive cross-border exchange of knowledge and ideas is a general feature of public policy, and increasingly of contemporary policymaking in the water sector. Policy models, such as Integrated Water Resources Management (IWRM), Water User Associations (WUAs), and River Basin Organizations (RBOs), have traveled across jurisdictions with the assistance of international intermediaries and interest from adopting parties. Water policymakers and various interest groups often view these models as the panacea to sustainable forms of water management. Yet, despite the spread of water policy models and the potential importance of this phenomenon for developing more sustainable water management practices globally, water policy scholars have struggled to develop theories and models to account for this process in all its complexity. To bridge this gap, this chapter examines the major analytical and methodological tools available to scholars to study the movement of water policy models. We discuss such challenges as designing a fit between a policy model and the policy context, understanding the micro-politics of knowledge involved in this process, and dealing with the inherent limits to intentional institutional design in water policy. Having recognized these obstacles, we offer some ways of steering water policy in a direction of sustainable futures. We illustrate each approach to studying the movement of water policy models with case studies from around the world.
The chapter is structured as follows: in the next section we provide an account of the existing scholarship on the movement of policy ideas, with illustrations from the water sector. In the third section we focus on the weaknesses of the conventional approaches for explicating how water policy models travel. In the fourth section we introduce policy translation as an umbrella term under which a diversity of new approaches is taking root. In this section, we also suggest a heuristic for analyzing the movement of ideas and position policy translation in the emergent literature on water policy. In the fifth section we discuss a number of analytical frameworks for, models to operationalize the study of, and methods to research policy translation. In the final section we summarize the chapter with a comparative table and discussion of how various approaches in public policy deal with the movement of policy models and what implications this has for water policy and politics.
Conventional Approaches to Study the Movement of Water Policy Models
Inspiration, ideas, or pre-defined policy frameworks for addressing water management challenges in one country or region can commonly be found in another. A rich literature has emerged around how policy ideas or programs can travel between places, through learning and other processes, including those found in the water sector. Scholars have been interested in how policy ideas move both within a nation-state, as in the cases of federalism, and between different nation-states (e.g., Dolowitz and Marsh 1996; Gerlak 2006 ). While we recognize the importance of studying how water policy ideas move up and down within a nation-state, and in the context of federalism, we view the transnational travel of policy ideas as a distinct process and mainly confine our focus to it in the remaining sections of this chapter. the ground; policy transfer draws attention to the agents of transfer and the associated politics of action; and lesson-drawing focuses on stage-based learning of state-based actors (Mukhtarov 2009 (Mukhtarov , 2014 . Policy transfer is perhaps the most frequently cited concept in the field of public policy to analyze the movement of policy ideas and is often used as the umbrella concept for a number of the other conventional terms (Benson and Jordan 2011; Dussauge-Laguna 2012) . We therefore concentrate our analysis of the existing literature on this concept before developing our critique of it and suggest a viable alternative.
Policy transfer has been defined as a process in which "knowledge about policies, administrative arrangements, institutions and ideas in one political system (past or present) is used in development of policies, administrative arrangements, institutions and ideas in another political system" (Dolowitz and Marsh 2000: 5) . This process has a number of attributes (Daniell 2014) . It first depends on the "objects" being transferred, which can include the goals, structure, and content of policies; policy instruments, procedures, or administrative techniques and institutions; ideologies or justifications; ideas, attitudes, and concepts; and outcomes, policy styles, and negative lessons (Bennett 1991; Dolowitz and Marsh 1996; Evans 2004; Stone 2012) . Next, policy transfer depends on a number of contextual factors concerning the jurisdictions between which the transfer is to occur. Key factors include the political, cultural, and institutional conditions, including power structures, present in both jurisdictions, as well as the political feasibility of implementation in the receiving jurisdiction (Dolowitz and Marsh 1996; Evans 2004 governance system), adaptation, hybridization, synthesis, emulation, and inspiration (Dolowitz and Marsh 1996; Evans 2004; Rose 1993) .
A number of scholars have also examined the extent to which policy transfers can be considered voluntary (e.g., Evans 2004 Evans , 2009 Lal 2001) . Here, they propose that the transfer process can be defined as "voluntary" if the policy transfer idea or policy learning exercise can be rationally and freely thought through and acted upon. Policy transfers can be considered as "negotiated or conditional" (implying that they are partially coercive) if governments are encouraged to make policy changes based on the signaling, directives, or inducements of other organizations, institutions, or governments (e.g., financial donors and international or supranational institutions). In such cases the financial, normative, organizational, and career incentives nudge the recipient country to enact policy transfer; however, there is some freedom to negotiate, adapt, or refuse the policy all together. However, "direct coercive" policy transfers take place where governments are coerced to introduce governance changes by other governments or institutions. In such transfers, they have no freedom of decision, as, for example, occurred in many countries under the processes of colonization, or, as some have argued, continues to occur in weaker states through imposition by the international donors (Stone 2004) . Direct coercive policy transfers can also occur within a federal or centralized state through the hierarchical and nested levels of governance.
In the water policy domain, examples of all these types of policy transfer are relatively common. The policy ideas of Integrated Water Resources Management (IWRM), River Basin Management (RBM), or Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) in the urban water domain have, for example, often been transferred in a voluntary manner with the support of international water organizations and donor agencies (Grafton et al. 2014; Mukhtarov 2014; Mukhtarov and Gerlak 2013; Squires et al. 2014) . There are multiple explanations as to why policies and norms spread internationally, including some which assign great agency to international organizations in this arena (e.g., Finnemore 1999, 2004; Walt and Ogden 2004) . Furthermore, transfers may be more or less coercive, for example, as a condition of development funding, as was the case in Kazakhstan's development of an IWRM plan (Mukhtarov 2013; Mukhtarov and Cherp 2014) . Other policy ideas transferred in a negotiated and conditional manner include those such as the European Union's Water Framework Directive, which member states are obliged to implement but may adapt to their own context. The political science literature on Europeanization and multi-level governance specifically studies this type of transfer (e.g., Radaelli 2000) . Direct coercive policy transfers are also common in the water policy domain. Such transfers may occur between levels of governance-for example, within a federation or country featuring multiple levels of (semi-) autonomous administration. jurisdictional levels, and these levels have little room for negotiation, for legal or financial reasons. Here it is typically the norm of sovereignty that supports the transfer, as opposed to norms spread by nonstate actors that are common for the other types of transfers, such as democracy, human rights, transparency, or commodification, that are common for the other types of transfers.
In such coercive cases, capacity for successful policy transfer will be reliant on the power and resources of the central authority and is more likely to be successful in states with strong centralized power such as China . In jurisdictions where this is not the case, such coercive behavior may backfire to some extent. For example, the Murray-Darling Basin Planning process developed by the new Federal Authority set up under Australia's Water Act 2007 moved from negotiated and collaborative policy transfer arrangements between Australian States prior to this law to more direct arrangements where negotiation space, in particular on regional water diversion limits, was seriously curtailed (Daniell 2011) . This resulted in a large backlash from affected farmers and communities, with associated political fallout for the first set of leaders of the authority (Daniell 2011) and forced a return to more collaborative engagement with stakeholders to ensure the successful passing of the plan into legislation. Still considering intra-national transfers, there are also examples of how policies and ideas move upward in federal systems, or are "upscaled," including the Brazilian case where São Paulo's water policy resulted in the formation of a State Council of Water Resources in 1987 and the adoption of the state water policy in 1991. The water policy and law in São Paulo became the model for the subsequent federal reforms in the 1990s (Conca 2006: 270) . While it is hard to assign various degrees of coercion to different directions (upward or downward) and political systems (centralized authoritarian or federal government), most transfers fall in the area of negotiated transfer where some sort of ratification is necessary at the local or national levels.
The study of how policy ideas spread in the water sector is becoming increasingly popular. Wescoat (2005) looked at various theories to explain lesson-drawing in the water sector and claimed that four stand out: diffusion of innovation, comparative theory and practice, social movements, and legal transplants. Gerlak (2007) analyzed the spread of transboundary water governance regimes; Swainson and de Loë (2011) Subscriber: OUP-Reference Gratis Access; date: 05 December 2016 Kruift et al. 2013) , collaborative water projects in India (Owens et al. 2013) , drinking water protection in Canada (de Low and Murray 2013) , the translation of IWRM in Kazakhstan (Mukhtarov 2013) , and other cases.
The great diversity of approaches to the transnational movement of ideas invites a structured critical review of this particular part of policymaking in the water sector. In the next section, we review the main shortcomings of these conventional approaches, where possible with illustrations from the field of water resources management, and lay the ground for a new theoretical and analytical approach that covers the gaps present in the literature.
Criticism of Conventional Approaches
Since the mid-2000s, the public policy literature began to take a more critical look at policy transfer approaches for a variety of reasons. Overall, criticism converged on four key points: (1) failure to consider the modification of meaning when policies move; (2) failure to consider governance scales as politically constructed; (3) assumption of linearity of transfer and a possibility of rational policy design; and (4) failure to take the politics of policy movement seriously.
First, policy transfer approaches have assumed the immutability of meaning of policy models in their travel. The assumption that policy models are the same across space is problematic, as empirical research shows that these models are contextualized to a great extent and may mutate beyond recognition. For example, Mukhtarov (2009) demonstrated how the concept of "IWRM" transferred from the international arena to England, Turkey, and Kazakhstan has taken very different meanings in these respective policy systems. Lendvai and Stubbs (2009) , inspired by Sartori (1970) , refer to this process as "stretching" concepts too far, when the label of a policy remains but the meaning may transform to a great extent, as for example in the case of social welfare policies (Clarke et al. 2015 ).
Second, multi-level governance and scale approaches often used in the policy transfer literature can be misleading as they presuppose the carved in stone character of existing governance levels and scales which are not subject to political framing by interested parties. Specifically, a range of authors have demonstrated that the whole process of transfer is permeated with the politics of scale targeted at defining problems and solutions, and hence policy models, as pertaining to particular scales (e.g., Daniell and Third, there is a great degree of unpredictability, contextual relevance, and the need for practical adaptations of a policy model, which are at odds with the claims of the policy transfer literature that this process can be conceptualized and managed relatively easily through stage-based planning and a linear process of interventions. Molle and Hoanh (2011) and Mukhtarov (2013) showed the contingency of policy translation in their analysis of integrated river basin planning in Vietnam, and regional development in Southeastern Turkey, respectively, and De Jong (2009) and Stone (2012) showed that the discursive element in policy transfer needs strengthening with more exploration of how various actors define and pursue certain policy goals as inherently political projects.
Finally, the process of policy movement is highly political and context-sensitive. The policy transfer approaches tend to gloss over the political elements in policy transfer putting emphasis on the more technocratic and managerial elements of the process. Specifically, policy transfer tends to look at actors as rational agents in search of utility maximization, where there is very little discussion of institutional or non-cognitive motives for buying into particular policy ideas. New evidence from the cognitive and social sciences, in turn, strongly argues that human motivation to adopt or adapt a particular policy model is very complex and may include "moral, aesthetic, intuitive, inspirational, empathetic, and other influences" (Scheinder and Ingram 2007: 21) . Ethnographic methods studying the micro-politics of decision-making or policymakers, or an ethnography of global water policy experts could throw light to this hitherto underexplored area of water policy.
These shortcomings limit not only the study of travel of policy ideas but also water policy more generally (Mukhtarov 2013) . As James and Lodge (2003) noted in their critique of the policy transfer literature, it is very hard to distinguish between policy transfer and policymaking generally, which also holds true for water policy. As a result, contributions to the literature on the travel of water policy models will also contribute to the broader literature on water policy and politics.
A new approach to the movement of water policy models will need to account for a number of these shortcomings. First, it will focus on discursive contestations of the meaning of policy models, including the process of their implementation in practice. Second, the new approach will consider the definition of problems, proposed solutions, and their scales as socially constructed in the process of political struggle. Third, it will recognize the immense complexity of the policy process and the need to move slowly, while taking opportunities to learn and engage with practice where possible and as soon as possible in an experimental manner, if transfer is to be more effective. Finally, it will embrace the politics of policy transfer as a key, central, and essential part of efficacy. It thus puts politics at the heart of institutional design without any pretense that technocratic measures alone may guide such process. In the next section, we present the PRINTED FROM OXFORD HANDBOOKS ONLINE (www.oxfordhandbooks.com). (c) Oxford University Press, 2015. All Rights Reserved. Under the terms of the licence agreement, an individual user may print out a PDF of a single chapter of a title in Oxford Handbooks Online for personal use (for details see Privacy Policy).
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Even if such work takes place mostly outside the water policy literature, it is nevertheless very useful for studying and facilitating the movement of policy models and to understand the complexity of these processes.
Policy Translation, Water Policy, and Politics
In light of the criticism discussed in the preceding section, there are increasing calls for a new approach to studying the movement of ideas (e.g., Deng 2014; Jones et al. 2014; Lejano and Shankar 2013; Mukhtarov 2014; Park et al. 2014; Stone 2012) . This emerging literature crosses multiple disciplines, including urban geography, public policy, and the management sciences. It strives to complement policy transfer by engaging with a social constructivist approach that pays attention to how meaning is modified and constructed as models travel. It also engages with the complexity in the political process that shapes and accompanies the movement of ideas. This new approach embraces the politics involved in the way ideas travel and accords more attention to language as a tool for political analysis. Politics here are intrinsic to both the uptake of a particular idea for consideration in a particular setting and its further implementation.
Policy Translation Approaches
Conventional approaches to the movement of water policy models, most often discussed in terms of "policy transfer," suffer from a number of conceptual and methodological shortcomings. Strong opposition to the idea, and indeed the metaphor, of "transfer" can also be observed in the literature in the sociology of science, critical geography, cultural studies, and organizational studies (Jones et al. 2014; McCann and Ward 2012; Stone 2012) .
Alternative approaches centered on the idea of "policy translation" have emerged from research undertaken in multiple disciplines since the 1970s. Relatively recently, the concept has acquired its distinctive place in the study of public policy, with discussions across areas such as urban geography, cultural studies, health policy, and law (Carlile 2004; Clarke 2008; Clarke et al. 2015; Freeman 2009; Kingfisher 2013; Lendvai and Stubbs 2009; Yanow 2004) . The evolution of the concept of translation proceeds from an initial focus on the micro level, with particular attention to the process of communication between actors in policy process (Latour 1986) , to the meso level, stressing interaction in an organization (Czarniawska and Sevón 1996) , and more recently to the macro level, related to the spread of ideas across countries and jurisdictions (Freeman 2009; Lendvai and Stubbs 2009 ). The term "translation" is widely used across disciplines and can cause confusion as to what it entails. For sociologists of science, translation is "the spread in time or place of anything-claims, artefacts, goods" (Latour 1986: 267) . For scholars of organizational studies, translation is an iterative process by which ideas are materialized -turned into slogans, objects, or actions in practice-and then once again turned into ideas as they are communicated (Czarniawska and Sevón 1996) . For recent theorists of translation in public policy, the central research question is to understand the effect of language and meaning on policy mobility (Clarke et al. 2015; Freeman 2009 Thus, some conceptual clarifications are in order here. As the term "translation" is used in many ways, it is often a challenge to have a unified understanding of it. We approach policy translation to signify that policy moves (Freeman 2009 ) and changes as a result (Yanow 2004) , and that language, both implicitly and explicitly, plays a significant role in this process. Importantly, policy translation approaches enable a simultaneous consideration of actors, ideas, objects, and interests in a political analysis, without the requirement to focus on one particular model or theory of policymaking (Fadeeva 2004; Latour 1986; Lendvai and Stubbs 2009) . It is important to note again, however, that policy translation in the water sector does not stem from a homogeneous body of literature.
Some scholars within this tradition refer to the process of travel of policy ideas as "policy mobility" (Peck and Theodore 2012) . Such studies embrace the notion of social and political production of scale (Cook and Ward 2012) . A particular strength of critical geography, although not exclusive to it, resides in its utilization of the concept of "assemblages" to present the process of development of cities as assembling "parts of elsewhere" in a politically contested and multi-scalar process of policymaking (Cook and Ward 2012; McCann and Ward 2011, 2012; Pow 2014; Prince 2010) . This literature emphasizes the importance of experts as assemblers or bricoleurs (Cook and Ward 2012; Levi-Strauss 1966) , as well as the infrastructure that enables the process of policymaking, including international conferences, meetings, and Internet platforms compared Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan irrigation management transfer policy reform, she found that institutional design of water user associations, land distribution among them, and enforcement of irrigation service fee collection were all based on selective application of laws and regulations, informal practices, and conditions required by donors. The resulting institutional design is the work of "bricolage" or practice, necessarily contextual and devoid of pre-existent pattern; this is the work of policy translation in which we are interested. Other literatures refer similarly to policy entrepreneurs, knowledge brokers and boundary spanners, or organizations as the actors actively involved in policy translation practices (e.g., Mukhtarov et al. 2015; see Daniell 2014 , for an overview). There is also an overlap between policy translation and some of the literature on how global discourses gain prominence and maintain their hegemony, which makes the uptake of such policy models more widely spread (e.g., Jones et al. 2014; Mukhtarov and Cherp 2014; Mukhtarov and Gerlak 2013) .
The policy translation approach offers a number of advantages. It calls attention to policy contingency, which allows us to focus on the process of policy movement without fixating on the notions of policy success and failure. Taking contingency seriously also allows for more adaptive management and experimental input in policymaking as opposed to more linear and deterministic approaches to institutional design (Thiel et al. 2015) . In addition, our approach draws attention to the complexity of how meanings are created and how a policy context shapes meanings. This in turn allows us to focus on how language shapes power relationships and meanings, and how linguistically similar policy models vary across space and cultures. Finally, our conceptualization of policy translation calls attention to scale as not a given feature of physical landscape, but a politically and socially manufactured condition, which in turn allows us to understand the agency and strategies of various policy actors in proposing or opposing policy change options (Mukhtarov 2009 (Mukhtarov , 2014 . That said, we are not lumping the case studies below into one category of "policy translation," but suggest that they have an important commonalitythe departure from the dogmas of the conventional approaches to the travel of policy ideas. Figure 1 specifies the processes that take place in viewing public policy as "translation," as opposed to "transfer." It stresses the destabilization of meaning of policy models and ideas as they move across boundaries and become contextualized and de-contextualized; the hybridization of scale, as it is no longer clear from where the policy models enter and Similarly, Lejano and Shankar (2013) examine how the popular micro-finance discourse in development studies is contextualized in Bangladesh and India and undergoes major translations and contextualization. They contend that policy translation is an interactive or "phenomenal" process in which a particular policy model, or text, meets requisite conditions to form durable social institutions. In another study, pay explicit attention to the politics of scale in how a neo-liberal approach to biodiversity conservation is translated in Vietnam. Also through interviews and document analysis, they discover that the payments for ecosystem services approach to biodiversity conservation are adopted by policy actors across the board, but in practice constitute very little in common with what this is meant to be in theory, rendering the whole exercise questionable.
Analytical Premises of Policy Translation
Studies of actors involved in the translation of water policies and ideas into practice, as well as in other public policy areas, have often been produced under the titles of "policy entrepreneurs," policy brokers and boundary spanners or organizations (e.g., Huitema Drawing from the cases of flood risk management in Hungary, Germany, and The Netherlands, Huitema and Meijerink (2009: 374) claim that "new ideas of ecosystembased water management and flood risk management put pressure on stable policy communities, but in none of these cases has the 'old' hydrologic paradigm of fighting the water by regulating rivers and constructing dykes disappeared completely." Instead, there is a gradual, "bricolage" style change where concepts, ideas, and ways of knowing co-exist (Huitema and Meijerink 2009). This, in particular, appears to be confirmed by studies of the introduction and translation of decentralized or more participatory forms of water management into different contexts (e.g., Brown et al. 2011; Daniell et al. , 2015 . Specifically, where decentralization policies and projects of water sensitive urban design (WSUD) are successfully introduced, they tend to sit alongside centralization policies and larger urban water management systems, due to the significant lock-in that such policies create. Similarly, participatory approaches to water management typically have to sit alongside policies and processes created through representative or authoritarian governance regimes . Bressers and de Boer (2013) theorize such insights in water governance further with the development of their contextual interaction theory, in which they attempt to bridge the traditional divide between agency and structure in the social sciences and provide a framework to focus on agents and their strategies, but with consideration of structure as conditioning actor behavior in an interactive manner. Policy then is seen primarily as a dynamic process and is in line with the view of policy as a moving target.
Other authors focus on the translation of specific water policies and their underlying principles through the lens of an analysis of national cultures. For example, Enserink et al. (2007) investigate the translation of public participation principles from the EU Water Framework Directive (WFD) into different cultural contexts in the United Kingdom, The Netherlands, Germany, Spain, and Belgium. Drawing on data collected through the HarmoniCOP project, Patel and Stel (2004) show how cultural factors are codeterminants of participation in river-basin management and that the translation of the WFD into national contexts, especially the concept of public participation, is not seen as a straightforward transfer in practice. Using Maleki and Bots's (2013) set of culturally sensitive factors affecting participation-such as "public demand" from citizens for participation and "interparty trust" between policymakers and the public-Daniell (2015) provides an additional example of how such cultural understandings can be used as an intervention and analytic tool for supporting participatory water policy model translations and implementations in Australia and Bulgaria. 
Methods to Apply Policy Translation in the Water Sector
If an analytical framework guides what it is that one is looking for in policy translation, a method is designed to assist in data collection, data analysis, and developing a plausible explanation of the process studied. We can capture the change in meaning of policy models as they move across borders, and study the role of the context and politics in the outcomes of such travel, through the use of methods employed in sociology, anthropology, or the management sciences. For example, some scholars call for a greater use of ethnography in the study of processes of policy translation (Peck and Theodore 2012; Wedel et al. 2005 ). Central to this thinking is that the anthropology of policy studies forms the "cultural and philosophical underpinnings of policy-it enables discourses, mobilizes metaphors, and underlies ideologies and uses" (Wedel et al. 2005: 34) . In particular, the extended case method and critical ethnographies are likely to shed light on the fluidity of policy translation (McCann and Ward 2012; Peck and Theodore 2012) . They may also allow traditional ideational structures and norms in policy processes and language to be traced, since "policy is made in words" (Freeman 2009: 431) . Discourse analysis can also be used to help uncover the identities and value systems of actors. A less common approach to researching policy translation practice is through more engaged forms of action or intervention research, in which the researcher becomes an active participant in the policy translation process while concurrently studying it (Bartels 2012; Daniell 2012; Midgley 2000; Whyte 1991 ).
There are a number of benefits of engaging with these methods. First, the researcher is no longer an observer, but a participant of the policy process she or he studies, with all the ensuing benefits and challenges of such an ambiguous position. The second benefit is that with ethnographic methods the researcher is able to access multiple sites of the policy process and therefore develop a deeper analysis of how meanings are constructed and power relationships take shape. Third, the methods remind us that theory cannot guide research fully, and that an iterative process between theory and empirical evidence is necessary in order to refine the storyline and possible hypotheses in research. In the rest of this section, we explore three such methods that warrant our attention: (1) the "extended case approach" (Burawoy 2001 (Burawoy , 2009 Peck and Theodore 2012) , (2) Subscriber: OUP-Reference Gratis Access; date: 05 December 2016 mutations in policy meaning to be traced. In this approach, a researcher attempts to enter cosmopolitan policy networks in order to observe how policy is made, including cross-nationally, and how policy success is produced (Mosse 2004) . The work of such a researcher is not devoid of difficulties and may involve a number of practical and ethical challenges, such as combining the identities of researcher and participant, cultural and ethical challenges in reporting truthfully, and sustaining collegial relationships (Mosse 2011) . For example, the "follow the policy" approach could be used in understanding intergovernmental twinning projects, such as the Sino-Dutch project on the development of eco-cities (Mukhtarov et al., n.d.) . Alternatively, it could be applied in studying the work of large organizations involved in water policy transfer and translation, such as the UN Development Programme (UNDP), the World Bank, or the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). Here, a researcher could conduct both an "ethnography for an organization" and an "ethnography of an organization" (Hammersley 1994). In either case, the ethnographic knowledge on how water policy models move will be useful for critical interpretation and practical improvement (Blaustein 2015) .
McCann and Ward (2012) have suggested an approach they called "mobile methods" to study policy assemblages, mobilities, and mutations. These methods include the approach of "studying through" as opposed both to "studying down," and "studying up" (Wright and Reinhold 2011) . "Studying down" is a methodology to study an issue as framed by those in power-for example, by a colonial power seeking to sustain power (Wright and Reinhold 2011) . "Studying up," in turn, is a methodology when the whole array of various institutions and relationships is mapped as a vertical hierarchy in order to understand power and domination as pertaining to a particular social issue and to surpass those (Wright and Reinhold 2011) . "Studying through" means "tracing ways in which power creates webs and relations between actors, institutions and discourses across time and space" and "following the source of a policy, its discourses, prescriptions, and programs through to those affected by the policy" (Wedel et al. 2005: 40) . "Studying through" offers a different approach of tracing the pathway through which a policy idea has traveled, the mutations it has incurred, and the changes it has undergone in the places through which it traveled. It could be applied in understanding the highly political and contested issues in water politics, such as drinking reclaimed water, water privatization, or dam building and resettlement, by researching the processes at multiple sites and over time.
"Mobile methods" comprise ethnographical and anthropological methods, such as direct and participant observations, field notes, and oral histories, and standard methods of policy analysis, including interviews and questionnaires. McCann and Ward (2012) suggest that researchers should attend practitioner and trade conferences in order to trace how ideas become popular, and why it is that organizations decide to attend some conferences and not others. Such methods could be particularly adapted to understanding the institutional and organizational emergence in multiple sites, such as the emergence of water user associations, river basin councils, IWRM and flood risk management plans, or systems of early warning in the global policy arena, as well as at national and local levels.
Intervention research is an approach that has become increasingly common in the management sciences since the 1980s, including for the study of innovation in organizations. It is only just starting to be used, however, for the study of politics and the movement of ideas in the public policy arena. Midgley (2000) defines intervention research as "purposeful action to create change" but what sets it apart from other forms of action or engaged research is that researchers bring a pre-defined model, theory, or "rational myth" (Hatchuel and Molet 1986) to the intervention. This shapes their initial understanding of the situation and can be confirmed or adjusted as new "actionable knowledge" is created (David 2000; Daniell 2012) . Researchers thus involve themselves in practical work and action to improve the situation where they want to bring about change. This may be in activities such as policy design, stakeholder organization, or political lobbying. This approach may concurrently involve a similar set of research methods to those used in "mobile methods" previously described. Such an approach has recently been applied, in combination with comparative case study analyses, to study the politics of innovation uptake in multi-level water governance systems .
In case studies from Australia, China, and Bulgaria, the authors were actors in the innovation uptake processes. They describe and analyze the processes of translation of different water policy ideas-integrated water cycle management, ecocompensation for catchment restoration, and non-technical options for managing flood risk-into specific political and cultural contexts. They show how innovation uptake, in an original or translated form, can only proceed completely and effectively when there is a full "formalization" and "contextualization" (David 1996) of the idea to the physical, socio-political, and cultural context .
In other words, that in each case, the water policy model in question needs to undergo a complete specification of what it would look like and how it would function (e.g., design details, costs) in the proposed instance (i.e., the formalization), and to what extent this was, or could be made to be, compatible and acceptable to the receiving context and its stakeholders (e.g., to the physical environment, and socio-political and cultural fit with the implementing actors and governance system) (i.e., the contextualization). In cases where there remained a gap or distance between the proposed policy model or idea and implementing actors' understandings, norms, capacities, and existing procedures, implementation is likely to fail or require ongoing organized action by the policy models' PRINTED FROM OXFORD HANDBOOKS ONLINE (www.oxfordhandbooks.com). (c) Oxford University Press, 2015. All Rights Reserved. Under the terms of the licence agreement, an individual user may print out a PDF of a single chapter of a title in Oxford Handbooks Online for personal use (for details see Privacy Policy).
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As a means to finalize this section, the table 1 summarizes the major advantages and disadvantages of conventional and emerging schools of thought to study the movement of policy models across boundaries. We specified the common methods used in each broad group of approaches and the major advantages and disadvantages in terms of capturing the processes and policy relevance. Based on our review, we claim that an increasing number of researchers are engaging with ethnography, in-depth interviews, focus groups, and intervention research in attempting to uncover and understand the micro-politics involved in the local contextualization of policies. This is a welcome addition to more conventional approaches to conceptualize and study how policy ideas travel. That said, all theoretical, analytical, and conceptual approaches to the study of this process have their advantages and should continue to be pursued. In the final section we attempt to draw policy implications of these various approaches and help chart the way forward for researchers and policymakers engaged with these issues.
Implications and Way Forward
In this chapter we have reviewed the current approaches to the spread of water policy models. In doing so, we have distinguished between the two major groups of approaches to study this phenomenon: conventional and emerging. The conventional approaches, grounded in political science, hinge on concepts such as "policy transfer," "policy diffusion," "lesson-drawing," "institutional isomorphism," and "policy learning." However, in spite of the diversity within these approaches and the emphasis of some of them on institutions, norms, and legitimacy, they have not paid politics and contingency their fair share of attention. influence the development of water policy, and to the motivation of policy actors, other than a strictly rational view of interests, in spreading and adopting water policy models. In other words, these approaches are less suited to the study of symbols, values, complexity, and contingency in the actual process of contextualization of a particular policy model in specific, localized settings (Mukhtarov 2014 ).
We believe that there is rationale and space for all approaches to the study the movement of water policy models and ideas, but it is important to be cognizant and mindful of the limitations of each of the approaches. Our review offers some lessons to both scholars of water policy and politics, and practitioners involved in designing and implementing water policy in a close-knit globalized world. For researchers, we recommend careful selection of a theoretical framework and methods, as well as the development of a clear understanding of the advantages and limitations of their chosen lens. Unfortunately, one cannot look at global patterns and local contextualization at the same time. More research would be useful to focus on the importance of the context, which would deemphasize rigid models and frameworks, and instead pay greater attention to agency, leadership, and the micro-politics of how actors interact with each other. More ethnographic work would be productive, if possible, completed in comparative fashion.
For a policymaker, however, the added value of our review is rather in the principles of policymaking, which we have emphasized as part of the grounding of policy translation approaches. These principles include the inherently political nature of knowledge production and policymaking; the permeability and social construction of scales, which are far from being stable; the overall complexity and contingency of social reality, which makes all institutional design templates "work in progress." Perhaps the major message of this chapter is the ontological and political importance of the policy context. What we claim is that policy models, ideas, interests, and other concepts acquire a meaning in particular contexts, and such meaning is limited to that context alone. Thus, attention of policymakers should focus on the process, constant monitoring, keeping in touch, learning, and collaborative dialogue with stakeholders to maintain shared understanding of the world which they are trying change.
